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(The following proceedings were 
held in open court.) 

THE COURT. Let the record show this is Kevin R. 

Kramer, Petitioner, and Julia C. Eickmeier, Respondent. 

Cause Number 2015-F-153. 

Present in court is the Petitioner with his 
attorneys, Mr. Steele and Mr. Queroiagrossa; and the 
Respondent with her attorney, Mr. Miskell. 

The case comes before the Court today for 
hearing on the Verified Petition for Order Of Protection. 

And that is based on the Extension Order that was entered by 
agreement back on November 30, 2016 

No, that s not true. It was December 23rd, 

2016. The Extension Order was entered on December 23, 2016. 

Mr. Steele, it's your Petition. Are you ready 

to proceed? 

MR. STEELE: We are, your Honor. 

the COURT: Mr. Miskell, are you ready to proceed? 

MR. MISKELL: Urn, just I've got a couple of just 
housekeeping issues with regards to the documents that were 
sent to the Court prior to today's testimony. 

THE COURT: The evidence depositions? 

MR. MISKELL: The evidence depositions. 

With regards to the objections that are made 
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therein, I want to inquire to the Court as to how those 
objections are going to be handled. Whether they are going 
to just be made in the margin, like they do in certain PI 
cases or comp cases; or whether or not we will have a 
conference with regard to the objections. 

THE COURT: I'm inclined to let the parties argue the 
objections before the Court. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. And with regards to that, I note 

that the only witness that was a Court-appointed witness was 
Dr. Velez. 

THE COURT: Velez, V-e-l-e-z. 

MR. MISKELL: But it's my understanding that the 
other evidence deposition was given to the Court without any 
sort of motion and/or - any motion to actually have it 
admitted, even though there have been 213(f) objections 
pursuant to the Petrillo case in the file. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. MISKELL: So, I'm not quite sure what the Court's 
understanding is of the content of the deposition that was 
entered into the record without a Court order or motion. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, we will be moving to 
introduce that into evidence as an evidence deposition. And 
I assume at that point we'll be making arguments and 
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offering to introduce her as an expert for the subject she 

testified to. We already made an expert disclosure of that 

THE COURT: All right. What I'm going to do is I 

will address all the objections when we have concluded the 
live testimony. 

MR. MISKELL: Are we going to then assume that the 
evidence depositions are in the record for the purposes of 

cross examinating -- cross-examination of live witnesses 
from this point forward? 

THE COURT: Hmm. 

MR. MISKELL: For example, if I say are you aware 
that so and so doctor testified this. 

THE COURT: Okay. So, are you asking for rulings on 

all the objections in the evidence depositions before we 
begin the hearing? 

MR. MISKELL: I think that if we are using specific 
references in the record, we could determine whether or not 
those references have been objected or not. And if they 

haven't been objected to, I guess that wouldn't be 
necessary. 

With regards to the 213(f) problem, that goes 
to the weight of not Dr. Velez, but the other doctor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. MISKELL: In that she was totally unaware of the 
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documents that she reviewed in order to make her opinion; 
and did not disclose the exact documents that she reviewed 
in order to get to her opinions, which is -- and that those 
documents were given by Mr. Steele. And that is the 
Petrillo violation. 

THE COURT: So you're asking for a ruling at least 
with regard to Dr. Petrak, P-e-t-r-a-k, before we begin live 
witnesses? Is that what I am understanding? 

MR. MISKELL: We may need to address that, yes. 

And to be honest with you, Judge, I was not 
aware until yesterday that that was given to you, or the 
other day when Mr. Steele and I talked. I was not aware 

that you were given the evidence depositions prior to the 
trial . 

The 215 one, absolutely you were to get. That 
was pursuant to a prior court order. But not the other 
213(f)(3) witness that they are offering. 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. Mr. Steele, do you have a 
response at this point? 

MR. STEELE: I'm not sure what Mr. Miskell is getting 
at. 

THE COURT: Apparently, he's totally objecting to the 
use of any testimony by Dr. Channing, C-h-a-n-n-i-n-g 
Petrak. Is that a correct understanding of your request? 
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MR. MISKELL: Correct. 

MR. STEELE: Well, I'm going to have witnesses 
testify that the records were given to Dr. Petrak by 

D.C.F.S., and I will have them testify as to what records 
were supplied to her. 

She has a report that's attached, which also 
sets forth what she relied upon. She testified to that 
report. That can come into evidence. 

I think the Court has substantial or sufficient 
grounds to consider this as evidence in this matter. 

THE COURT: All right. Hold on one second. Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: I do have a case also, your Honor, 

Fakes vs. Eloy. which is with regards to the problems with 
213(f)(3)s and the problems when they don't specifically 
disclose what exact records they are using; what exact 
opinions they are being offered with regards to their 

testimony; and what the sanctions are supposed to be when 
they do that. 

THE COURT: You have a case to hand up to the Court? 
MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. You can hand that up. Did 
you provide a copy to Mr. Steele? 

MR. MISKELL: No, ma'am. It's the only copy I have. 
Again, I was not aware that you actually had the dep 
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transcript. 

THE COURT: Well, given that, is there any reason we 
can't proceed with the live witnesses and address this issue 
after we have had a chance to fully brief it, so to speak? 

MR. MISKELL: I just think if everyone is aware that 
the testimony with regards to her use, if not allowed by the 
Court, would not be considered by the Court in its ruling. 
THE COURT: I'm sorry. Say that again. 

MR. MISKELL: What I am saying is that if we go ahead 
with the testimony, and the testimony includes reference to 
this doctor, if this evidence deposition is found not to be 
P per for evidence, that the Court then not use any of that 
testimony with regards to it's findings. 

THE COURT: That's fair enough. 

Mr. Steele, any objection to proceeding in that 
manner so everybody can have a full opportunity to read 
everything and fully brief the issue? 

MR. STEELE: I assume that's correct, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Then let's go ahead and start with 
the live witnesses. And we will .. because it's obviously 

not a jury, we can just exclude anything that is later found 
to have been improperly referred to. 

Go ahead and call your first witness. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to introduce, 


8 





first of all, into evidence, I have got some various 

hospital records I want to introduce into evidence that the 

parties have already agreed can come into evidence as 
business records. 

MR. MISKELL: I don't know if that's true. 

There was a Request to Admit that Mr. Steele 
had given about whether or not certain records were genuine. 
I admitted that the records were genuine, but I did not 
admit to their admissibility. 


10 

THE COURT: 

All right. 

11 

MR. STEELE: 

I present the Court with Mr. Durkee's 

12 

stipulation of the 

records are admissible as business 

13 

records. 


14 

MR. MISKELL 

: A 9 ain - something I haven't seen. 

15 

THE COURT: 

Okay. We’ll let Mr. Miskell see it. 

16 

MR. STEELE: 

We have sent it to you. 

17 

MR. MISKELL: 

: You referred to this one day in the 

18 

deposition, but I haven't -- 

19 

THE COURT: 

Was that previously filed with the Court? 

20 

MR. STEELE: 

I don't know if Mr. Durkee did or not. 

21 

I received a copy. 

So, I assumed he filed the original with 

22 

the Court. 


23 

THE COURT: 

What's the date on it? 

24 

MR. MISKELL: 

September 21st ?ni r 
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THE COURT: Thank you. 

MR. MISKELL: I believe that he was not -- I believe 
I had substituted, Judge, prior to September 21st. I 
believe I substituted -- or September 21st. No, I didn't. 

I substituted October 14th. 

MR. STEELE: He was attorney of record at the time. 
THE COURT: He is. There’s a proof of notice of 
service of discovery documents filed with the Court on 
September 23, 2016, indicating that he served the Response 
to Request to Admit Genuineness of Documents. 

MR. MISKELL: I then, however, have filed a Response 
to his Request to Admit the Genuineness of Documents, 
unaware that Hr. Durkee had done so. And in my response, I 

admitted that the records are genuine; but that they would 
be inadmissible as hearsay. 

MR. STEELE: I never received that response. 

You filed a response with regard to the 

opinions of Dr. Velez and Dr. Petrak, not as to these 
records. 

MR. MISKELL: And they wouldn't be business records, 
anyway. They are medical records. 

MR. STEELE: Still qualified as a business record 
under Supreme Court Rule 236. 

THE COURT: Do you have the document, the Response to 
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Request to Admit? 


MR. STEELE: Oh, the Response. Yes. 

THE COURT: Which -- from what hospital are those 
records that you are seeking to admit? 

MR. STEELE: This one is -- I have got all those. 
THE COURT: Illinois Valley? 

MR. STEELE: This one is Illinois Valley. This is 
the records 5-13-2016. 

MR. MISKELL: May I see them? 

THE COURT: Hold on. 

MR. MISKELL: It’s my understanding that he has a 
specific date that he's referring to with regards to 
Illinois Valley. 

THE COURT: May 13, 2016. 

MR. MISKELL: This is November 27, 2015. 

I understand that. Admit date is 11-27-2015. 

MR. STEELE: For purposes of identification, it's 

5-13-2016 was the date. And that's the copy that was 
served. 

MR. MISKELL: Emergency Room record dated 5-13-16. 
The date of service that he's trying to give you is 11 - 15 . 

THE COURT: All right. Let me see both attorneys in 
chambers, please. Bring those documents and anything else 
that you have got. We are going to go off the record for a 
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(Whereupon a discussion was held 
off the record.) 

THE COURT: All right. We are back on the record in 
2015-F-153. 

While we were off the record, we had a 

conference in chambers with counsel. As a result of that 

conference, Mr. Steele, you’re offering what documents into 
evidence? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to offer at this 
time the Response to Request to Admit Genuineness of 
Documents dated September 21st, 2016, by Mr. Durkee. I 
would ask that that be marked. 

(Whereupon Father's Exhibit No. 

1 was marked.) 

MR. STEELE: I will move to introduce that. It is 
the Response to Request to Admit Genuineness of Documents 
which Mr. Durkee filed his notice of filing of this reply to 
discovery documents in the court file. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Miskell, your response to 
his offer? 

MR. MISKELL: With regards to offer -- 

THE COURT: Just the Response to Request to Produce, 
Exhibit 1. 


12 





MR. MISKELL: On the Request to Produce, the only 

objection that I have is with regards to his documents that 
he's producing today. 

I do not have any notice, or there's not any 
documentation in the court file as to the exact exhibits 
that he had given with regards to the Request to Admit, 
number one. He simply has them marked as A, B, C, D. 

During the deposition of the doctors the 
exhibits were labeled A, B, C, D, to be consistent with the 
Request to Admit. And I want the Court to note that the 
exhibits that he's offered today are different than the 
exhibits he used during the depositions. 

THE COURT: All right. And I understand your 
objection and I note it for the record. 

At this point, he's only offered the Response 
to Request to Admit that was filed by your predecessor 
counsel, Mr. Durkee. So I am going to admit Father's 
Exhibit 1 over objection. 

Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: I wi11 move to introduce Father's 
Exhibit A, which is referred to in the Request to Admit. 

THE COURT: Yeah, we are not going to do that. We 
are going to go 1, 2, 3. 

MR. STEELE. I would like to be consistent with the 
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way I have them marked in the Request to Admit. 

THE COURT: Do you want them to be 1-A, 1-B? 

MR. STEELE: Or 2-A, 2-B? That's fine. We already 
have 1 in evidence. Or, we can do 1-A. 

(Whereupon Father's Exhibit 
Number 1-A was marked.) 

MR. STEELE: Okay, 1-A and 1-B also referred to in 
the Response. 

THE COURT: Okay. You're going to go through how 
many, 1-A, B, C, how many do we have? 

MR. STEELE: Through F. 

THE COURT: Do you want to give those all to the 
court reporter to mark? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

(Whereupon Father's Exhibit Nos. 

1-B through 1-F were marked.) 

MR. STEELE: These were all e-mailed to you, too, 
Eric. So, you should have copies. 

THE COURT: Let's have you identify each document and 
then I will take Mr. Miskell's objection, if any. 

MR. STEELE: I move to introduce Father's Exhibit 
1-A, which is the Illinois Valley Community Hospital 
Emergency Room record. 

MR. MISKELL: I do not object that the documents are 

14 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS. CSR. RPR 












the genuine documents as purported. But I do not believe 
that Rule 216 allows the admissibility of records lacking 
additional foundation. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response? 

MR. STEELE: He acknowledges in his Response that 
they are admissible as a business record. 

MR. MISKELL: Rule 216 is not a rule of evidence. 
It's a rule that just merely allows a party to ask for the, 
that a document be deemed true and as described. It does 

not allow for admissibility of evidence. That's the 700 
series. 

MR. STEELE: The definition of admitting as a fact, 
it is admissible so I didn't have to call the underlying 
keeper of records at their expense since they would have 
denied it. So, it's already been admitted. They are 
admissible. That these are the genuine documents and that 
they are business records. 

THE COURT: That is the admission that was made. So 
I will over objection allow the admission of 1-A. 

MR. MISKELL: 1-B however, Judge, is a letter. It's 
not a medical record kept in the ordinary course of 

business. It is a letter. And that would be the basis of 
the inadmissibility. 

I agree that the genuineness of the letter is 
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the letter. But, it's not admissible. 

MR. STEELE: This is referred to as an evaluation 
which they admitted to as being admissible. 

THE COURT: All right. Over objection, 1 -B will be 
admitted. 

What is 1-C? 

MR. STEELE: 1-C is hospital records. 

MR. MISKELL: Same objection. 

THE COURT: Same ruling. 

MR. STEELE: 1-D is Perry Memorial Hospital reports. 
MR. MISKELL: Same objection. 

THE COURT: Same ruling. 

MR. STEELE: 1-E is Perry Memorial Hospital Reports. 
THE COURT: There are two separate? 

MR. STEELE: There are two separate, yes. 

THE COURT: All right. 1-E will also be admitted 
over objection. 

MR. STEELE: And 1-F is St. Francis Medical Center 

Report. 

MR. MISKELL: Same objection. 

THE COURT: And same ruling. All right. 

Mr. Steele, are you ready to call your first 

witness? 


MR. STEELE: I 


am. 
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THE COURT: Call your first witness. 


(The witness was thereupon duly 
sworn.) 

THE COURT. Come have a seat up here, sir. 

Mr. Steele, go ahead. 

OFFICER JASON QUINN, 

having been previously sworn, upon oath testified as follows 


to wit: 


Q. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. STEELE: 

For the record, please state your name for the 

Court. 


A. 

Jason Quinn. 

Q. 

Would you spell your name for the court 

reporter? 


A. 

Q-u-i-n-n. 

Q. 

Jason, how are you employed? 

A. 

I'm employed with the City of LaSalle. 

Q. 

And what are your duties with the City of 

LaSalle? 


A. 

Currently, I'm a Sergeant on patrol. 

Q. 

Okay. Are you familiar with Julie Eickmeier? 

A. 

Yes, I am. 

Q. 

Did you have a chance to have an investigation 
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1 

of her at 

one point? 

2 

A. 

I had one contact with her in person, yes. 

3 

Q. 

When did that take place? 

4 

A. 

That was March 17th of 2015. 

5 

Q. 

Can you tell us what occasioned that visit? 

6 

A. 

Lieutenant Smudzinski and I were sent there to 

7 

follow up 

on a report that was taken prior to that. 

8 

Q. 

Okay. What was the nature of the report that 

9 

had been taken? 

10 

A. 

The nature of the report was a criminal sexual 

11 

assault to 

a chi 1d. 

12 

Q. 

Do you know what the complaint was? 

13 

MR. 

MISKELL: Objection. No foundation as to how the 

14 

report got 

to them. 

15 

THE 

COURT: Sustained. 

16 

BY MR. STEELE: 

17 

Q. 

Was the report made to the LaSalle Police 

18 

Station? 


19 

A. 

Yes, sir. 

20 

Q. 

Okay. What was the report made to you at that 

21 

time? 


22 

A. 

The report was a follow-up on allegations of 

23 

criminal sexual assault. 

24 

Q. 

And who made the allegation? 
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1 

A 

Julie Eickmeier. 

2 

Q 

So did you then go to interview her? 

3 

A 

Yes, we did. 

4 

Q 

Okay. And can you tell us what happened when 

5 

you went 

there? 

6 

A. 

We initially made contact with her, and she 

7 

said she 

would be right there. And then approximately five 

8 

to ten minutes had passed and we had left since she did not 

9 

contact us. We ultimately made it back there and she 

10 

invited us in. 

11 

Q. 

This was on March 17th, 2015? 

12 

A. 

Yes, sir. 

13 

Q. 

What time was it, if you remember? 

14 

A. 

Urn, I don't remember. I can -- 

15 

Q. 

Okay. 

16 

A. 

I don't remember the time approximately. 

17 

Q. 

All right. So you were invited into her house 

18 

at that time? 

19 

A. 

Yes, sir. 

20 

Q. 

Okay. Who else was present? 

21 

A. 

Lieutenant Smudzinski and her daughter, 

22 

Madeline. 


23 

Q. 

Madeline. What did she tell you at that time? 

24 

A. 

She was telling us that she had pictures on her 
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a 


cell phone of Madeline's vagina. 

Q. All right. All right. And had there been 
hospital report before that time or hospital visit? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. 

THE COURT: Okay. Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you discuss with her Madeline's visit to 
the hospital? 

A. I don’t know that we specifically discussed 

this with her. Lieutenant Smudzinski and I did not discuss 
her hospital visit with her. But we were notified -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. They have no firsthand 
knowledge of this. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. Would it help to refresh your 

recollection if you refer to your police report? 

A. Sure. 

Q. Do you have that with you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Would you review it then? 

A. Your question was to me what about a hospital 

visit? 
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Q. Yes. Was there a conversation with Julie 
regarding a hospital visit? 

A. Yes. She did say that she had a follow-up 
appointment. 

Q. And where was that at? 

A. It was at Edwards Hospital in Naperville. 

Q. Did she tell you why she went to Naperville? 

A. Because she did not trust the Pediatric 

Resource Center in Peoria. 

Q. Okay. All right. At this point did she show 
you her cell phone? 

A. Yes. She showed it to Lieutenant Smudzinski 

and I. 

Q. What did she tell you about that cell phone 
picture? 

A. She said it was a picture of Madeline's vagina 
that showed a hole or an opening. 

Q. Did you look at that cell phone picture? 

A. Reluctantly, yes, I did. 

Q. What did you observe? 

A. I looked at what appeared to be a young child's 


vagina. 


Q. Was there anything unusual about that? 

A. They were blurry. I couldn't really -- I mean 
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to say it was unusual, I'm not a medical professional. So, 
I'm going to say no. 

Q. Did it appear normal to you? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Did she indicate anything to you about how she 

had taken that picture? Anything she had done to take the 
picture? 

A. She told us she had manipulated the area with 
her fingers in order to take the pictures. 

Q. All right. Did she then further discuss 

Madeline with you? 

A. Urn, in what respect? Yeah, that was the 

purpose of our visit. 

Q. Right. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did she tell you that Madeline was a victim? 

A. Yes. Yes. She maintained that Madeline was, 

could be the victim of a satanic ritual. When we asked 

about that, I didn't really get any clear cut answer from 
her. 

Q. What did she say? 

A- She just -- she asked us if I had been living 

under a rock were her words. And I didn't know what that 

meant. I asked her to expound on it, and I never did get a 
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clear answer. 


Q. Did she indicate who she thought was using 
Madeline as the subject of satanic rituals? 

A. She made mention that it was the Kramers. 

Q. And who are the Kramers? 

A. Kevin and his mother. 

Q. Okay. Was there a further discussion about -- 

A. After we spoke briefly about the satanic 
rituals, she made mention that she believed that maybe 
Kevin’s mother had been wiping her too hard, which may be a 

reason why that there was damage to the vaginal area of her 
daughter. 

Q. Did you have a response to that? 

A- No. I mean, that would be a legitimate -- much 

more legitimate than the satanic ritual, I suppose. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Calls for speculation. 

THE COURT: Well, the question didn't. The answer 
was, but -- overruled. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you discuss with her her opinions regarding 
suspected abuse of Madeline? 

A. Urn, yes. 

Q. And what did you say? 

A. About what I suspected? 
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Q. Well, what did you say to her at that time 
about it? 

Um, I just -- we spoke. And I said, you know, 
these things might not seem real to you -- may seem real to 
you, but they may not seem real to other people. And it may 
be causing more damage to the child than, you know, than if 
these are serious allegations if they are not true. I mean, 
this could be very damaging. 

Q. What was her response to that? 

A. Um, she -- it was like she didn't want to hear 
it. You know, like we didn't believe her; something to that 
respect. 

Q. Okay. Did you discuss with her the effect upon 
Madeline of constantly checking her genitals and having her 
examined? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, your Honor. I don't know 
what his qualifications are to be telling a person what they 
can or cannot do with regards to their child in this regard. 

I don t think he has any foundation for that. 

He s not like a child advocate or counselor or something to 
that effect. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response to the 
obj ection? 
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MR. STEELE: He's testifying to a conversation he had 
with the Respondent. 

And one of the bases for an Order Of Protection 
is that she continues, continually manipulates the child's 
genitals and has her examined by doctors. 

I m pointing out that she was early on warned 
that this could be damaging to the child and she continued 
to ignore those warnings. 

THE COURT: Well, I'm going to let it in. So, 
overruled. Go ahead. 

Do you remember the question? 

We can have it read back. 

(The record was read as 
requested.) 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What did you say to her at that time? 

A' ^ said that these were serious allegations to 
say something, you know, someone is using a child for 
Satanic rituals. 

We also explained to her that while these 

events may seem real to her, they may not seem real to other 

people, you know, because it is a bit farfetched. And, you 
know, it may be causing more harm than good at that point 
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for a child. 

Q. All right. What was her response? 

A. It was apparent that she didn't want to hear 
what we had to say. 

Q. Okay. She indicated she had been to Edwards 
Hospital? 

A. Pardon me. 

Q. She indicated she had taken the child to 
Edwards Hospital? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Had a rape assault kit been taken at that time? 

A. Yes, there was. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. How would 
they know? 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you have further contact with this case 
regarding the evidence in this case? 

A. I retrieved a sexual assault kit from Edwards 
Hospital in regards to this case. 

Q. Okay. And who was the sexual assault kit 

performed upon? 

A. Madeline. 

MR. MISKELL: Foundation as to time and date. 
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THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. And when did you retrieve that? 

A. That would have been -- I believe it was 
March 17th. Let me verify that. No, it was the same day. 

It was March 17th. 

Q. March? 

A. March 17th. It was after I -- after we had 

spoken with Julia, I went and retrieved it that day. 

Q- All right. 

MR, MISKELL: March or May? 

THE WITNESS: March 17th, I believe. The same day we 
spoke to her. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Was that delivered then to the State Lab? 

Yes, in Joliet. 

And have the results of that lab test come back 


A. 

Q. 


yet? 


A. 

Q. 

A. 


Yes. 


What were the results of that? 

The results showed that there were no -- 
MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object to that. I've 
never seen any lab reports or lab results that he's trying 
to introduce into evidence, number one. 
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Number two, that was a part of the Request to 
Admit. And if it's a lab document, it requires testimony so 
that it can be cross-examined. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: He can testify that as an investigating 
officer on this matter that he has received the results of 
the rape test. 

THE COURT: I agree. But he can't tell you what the 
results are. I agree with Mr. Miskell in that regard. So 
that is sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. All right. Based upon your interview and the 
results of the lab test, did you find any evidence to 
sustain the allegation of sexual abuse in this matter? 

A. No. 

Q. Did you also interview Mr. Kramer about this? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When did you interview him? 

A. May 6th of 2015. 

Q. Okay. And did you inquire of him as to any 
possible abuse? 

A. I questioned him on what Julia had allegated, 

(sic.), yes. 

Q. And what was his response? 
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A. He denied any satanic rituals being performed 

on his child or in his presence. He also denied wiping her 
too hard, or noticing anyone wiping her too hard. 

Q. Okay. Was this matter also investigated by the 
Department of Children and Family Services? 

A. I believe it was referred to them, yes. 

Q. Okay. Do you know the results of that 
investigation? 

A. The only thing that I got back in my end of it 
was that they -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. 

MR. STEELE: He hasn't answered yet. 

THE COURT: Well, he's objecting to the question. So 
your objection, Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: It's his opinion would be based on 
hearsay not yet introduced into evidence or subject to one 
of the Requests to Admit. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Did you go back and talk to Julie about this 
matter further? 

A. Urn, I don't know if I went back; but she may 
have stopped in. 

Q. Okay. 
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A. I did speak to her one other time. After I 
spoke with Kevin, I made contact with her to advise her 
where the case was going. 

Q. What did you tell her? 

A- Urn, that we didn't have enough to go on. 

Q. And what was her response? 

A. She said that one visit at her house was not 

enough; that we needed to look into it more. And just 

explained to her that the presentation of facts, we can only 
go off of the facts -- that's all -- and we didn't have 
enough to go on at that point. There wasn't ever going to 
be enough at that point. 

Q. Okay. Did you ever -- strike that. 

MR. STEELE. That s all I have of this witness, your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, cross. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Did you have any conversations with any other 

law enforcement agencies with regards to this matter? 

A. No. 

Q. With regards to Julia Eickmeier and/or Kevin in 
this case, have you discussed them with any other police 
agency? 
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A. 

I don't believe so. 

Q. 

You basically told her that there wasn't enough 


evidence to support the claim? 


A. 

To support her, yeah. 

Q. 

That it would basically be his word against her 

word? 


A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

And that you needed more, something more 


substantial in order to build a case? 

Yes. Yes. We asked her for more information, 
and I never got any other documents. She told me she was 
going to bring medical documents and stuff, and I never got 


those. 


Q. 

Did you follow up and get any of the medical 

records -- 


A. 

She was supposed to produce them, but she never 

did. 


Q. 

That wasn't my question. You’re the Sergeant 


investigating the claim? 


A. 

Yeah. 

Q. 

Did you go to any hospital and get records to 


investigate the claim? 

A. Just whatever D.C.F.S. gave us through the 
course of their investigation. 
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Q* Okay. And is that a complete copy of your file 

there? 

A. Urn, it may be. It's got some field notes and 
stuff in it. 

Q. May I see your report? 

A. Sure. I can pull out these, too. This is a 
grenade file of everything. 

Q. I got you. I got you. 

A. This is not all mine. 

Q. Now with regards to this document that I am 
going to mark as Mother's Exhibit 1. 

MR. STEELE: Can I see it, Counsel? 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Okay. I'm going to show you what's been marked 
as Mother s Exhibit 1. Can you tell me what that is? 

A. That is the sign-out sheet for the sexual 
assault kit from Edwards Hospital. 

Q. And she had signed this so that, consenting so 
that you could get a copy of the medical forensic 

documentation and the sexual assault evidence collection 
kit; correct? 

A. Yeah. This starts the chain of evidence for 
the hospital. 

Q. And did you receive the copies of the medical 
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forensic documentation? 


A. 

I don't believe that I did at that time. 

Q. 

Just the kit? 

A. 

Just the kit. Let me see. I handed you some 

documents. 

There were some medical terminology in there. 


medical papers. This is from the Pediatric Resource Center 
This is Ottawa. Like I said, I didn't -- you asked me if I 
particularly gathered documentation. 


Q. 

Correct. 

A. 

I did not. These are from -- someone else 


would have collected these and placed them in the file. 
There would be documentation on that. 

Q. So after you received the collection kit, you 
did not follow up with the hospital and get copies of their 
medical record? 


A. 

No. At that point the goal was to collect the 

kit. 


MR. 

MISKELL: I'm going to move to admit Exhibit 

Number 1. 



THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

THE WITNESS: You want my report, right? 

THE COURT: Do you have an objection? 

MR. STEELE: No objection. 

THE COURT: Okay. Mother's 1 is admitted without 
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obj ection. 


Go ahead, Mr. Miskell. 

THE WITNESS: You must have taken the other one. 

That isn't my report. That's someone else's. That's 2014. 

Here it is. This is my report, or the one I 
had followed up. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Thank you. I appreciate it. 

Who is Chris Lukow. Do you remember? 

A. Who? 

Q. Chris Lukow? 

A. That's not my report. 

THE COURT: Can you spell that? 

THE WITNESS: I did a supplemental -- 

THE COURT: Wait. Wait. Sergeant, would you spell 
Lukow or whatever it is you were saying? 

THE WITNESS: L-u-k-o-w. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Go ahead and ask your 
question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. So you don't know Chris Lukow; correct? 

A. No. 

Q. And you never investigated him with regard to 

this matter; is this correct? 
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A. No. 

Q. That is correct? 

A. That is correct, yeah. 

Q. What training do you receive with regards to 
identifying the signs and warning signs of sexual abuse in a 
child? 

A. What training do I receive? 

Q. Uh-huh. 

A. Um, there’s ongoing training. I don't 

particularly have any certifications. I'm a Forensic Child 
Interviewer. I'm one of two for the LaSalle Police 
Department. 


Q. Did you forensically interview this child? 

A. I did not. I can only attest, tell you what 

she was like when we visited that day. 

Q. Are you aware who, if anyone, told her to make 
sure she takes pictures to document the abuse? 

A. I wouldn't know. 

Q. Are you saying that Satanic rituals just do not 

occur in our area? 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 


Are you asking for my opinion? 

No. I'm asking if you know for sure. 

I've never seen one. 

Do you have any background information with 
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regard to Kevin Kramer? 

A. No. 

Q. Have you met him before? 

A. Never. 

Q. Do you know him socially? 

A. No. 

Q. Anyone in his family? Do you know any of them 
social 1y? 

A. No, I do not. 

Q. All right. Now when she told you that she 
suspected Kevin, she also gave another what you felt was a 
more plausible reason for the redness; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you aware of two people named Beverly 
Schneider? 

A. No. 

Q. Are you aware of or did you interview a person 

named Gordon Pearson? 

A. No. 

THE COURT: Would you spell those last names for me, 
Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. S-c-h-n-e-i-d-e-r, 
Schneider. Pearson is P-e-a-r-s-o-n. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Go ahead. 
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BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now you're aware through your medical, through 
your training as an officer that ninety-five percent of 
sexual abuse leaves no mark; correct? 

A. I don't know. 

MR. STEELE: I object to that. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know the percentages. 

MR. STEELE: Where does he get those kind of facts? 

It assumes facts not in evidence. 

MR. MISKELL. It s actually in evidence because it 
was testified to by one of the doctors. 

THE COURT: Okay. But it lacks foundation as to this 
witness. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, I was asking him if he was aware 
during his training whether or not that was a true 
statement. 

THE COURT: Well, you didn't phrase it that way. So 
the objection is sustained. Go ahead. You can rephrase it 
if you wish. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Through your training are you aware that the 
vast majority of sexual abuse contacts leave no marks? 

A. Right. A lot of them are mental, too. 

Q. Uh-huh. Did you -- no, strike that. 
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And that is the full extent of what you did to 
investigate this matter; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: I have nothing further. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: Can I see Wife's Exhibit, your Honor. 
Wife's Exhibit, your Honor? 

THE COURT: I'm sorry. Mother's. 

MR. STEELE: I'm sorry. That's correct. 

RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. This release, this also authorized you 

to obtain the rape assault kit? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. Miskell asked you if sexual assault is 
not always evidenced by physical markings; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Would a rape assault kit evidence sexual 

assault on a child of this age? Would a rape assault kit 
positive, would that be evidence of sexual assault? 

A. A positive result would be evidence, yes. 

Q. Was there a positive result in this case? 

A. No. 

MR. MISKELL. Objection. Again, that goes to him 
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reading the report by the scientist without asking the 
scientist. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: He's challenging Mr. Quinn for failing 
to properly investigate this matter. I'm showing what he 
has done by way of his investigation. 

And certainly if there was a positive result, 
he would have pursued that. So, certainly it's evidence 
that there was no positive result. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, your response? 

MR. MISKELL: Well, it's beyond the scope because I 
never asked him what the results of the test kit was. I 
only asked him if he received it, and if he received any 
medical record from Edwards Hospital. 

I never asked him anything about what he 
received from the State Crime Lab. So, it’s beyond the 
scope. 

The question was already asked of him on direct 
examination. And he said based on what he got back from the 
Crime Lab and his interview with mom and dad, he did nothing 
further. 

THE COURT: But your last question to him was is that 
everything that you did -- I'm paraphrasing -- is that 
everything that you did to investigate this incident. 
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did. 


You may have opened the door. I believe you 
MR. MISKELL: That's fine. 

THE COURT. I m going to allow it. Go ahead, sir, 
you can answer the question. 

THE WITNESS: You want the question to the answer of 
what the results showed? 

Q. Yes. 

A. The results showed that there was no evidence 
of a sexual assault. 

MR. STEELE: That’s all the questions I have of this 
witness, your Honor. 

MR. MISKELL: Can I have a couple in light of 

that? 

THE COURT: Certainly. 

RE-CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. The test results actually said there was no 

presence of semen? 

A. Correct. 

Q. It doesn't mean a person did not lick a child? 

A. That's the way -- we didn't have that 

allegation, but yes. 

Q. Did not finger the child; correct? 
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A. 


Right. 

Did not do any other appropriate things to the 
child other than touching it with semen? 

A. Other than there was semen present. 

Q. Other than? 

A. The presence of semen, yes. 

Q. The only thing the report says is that there 
was lack of semen present? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Now, rapes can occur with a negative rape kit 
also; correct? 

A. I'm sure they can, yeah. 

Q. And sexual abuse and sexual, inappropriate 
sexual conduct can happen given a negative rape kit; 
correct? 

A. I would assume so, sure. 

MR. MISKELL: All right. That's all I have. 

THE COURT: Thank you. You can step down, Sergeant. 

(Witness excused.) 

THE COURT: Come on up and be sworn, please. 

(The witness was thereupon duly 
sworn.) 

THE COURT: Come and have a seat up here, please. 

Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 
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SERGEANT SCOTT DEGROOT, 

having been previously sworn, upon oath testified as follows 
to wit: 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. For the record, please state your name and 
spell your name for the reporter. 

A. Scott DeGroot, D-e-g-r-o-o-t. 

Q. And, Mr. DeGroot, how are you employed? 

A. I work for the Peru Police Department. 

Q. And what is your position there? 

A. I'm the midnight Sergeant. 

Q. Okay. How long have you worked there? 

A. Seventeen years. 

Q. Are you familiar with Julie Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And Madeline Kramer? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Directing your attention to November 10, 2013, 

were you on duty then? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, your Honor. That's beyond 
the scope of this. I do not believe that that allegation is 
actually in the Petition; not to mention it predates the 
last custody order in this case. 
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THE COURT: I'm sorry. What was the date that you 

used? 

MR. STEELE: November 10, 2013. 

THE COURT: Well, we are not on a custody Issue. 

MR. MISKELL: I understand that. 

THE COURT: We are strictly related to the -- 

MR. MISKELL: But at the time that the custody case 
was entered, the parties stipulated that she was a fit and 
proper person to enjoy the custody control. So there should 
not be an element of child endangerment going back three 
years. 

THE COURT: But that doesn't mean that Mr. Kramer 
would necessarily have known about this occasion. So, I 
will overrule the objection. 

MR. MISKELL: But they are not in the petition. 

MR. STEELE: We are showing a pattern of behavior, 
your Honor. And when that pattern of behavior began and is 
continuing is all part of the background of this matter. 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

Actually, the dates aren't given. But the 
Paragraph 1 of the allegation says that Respondent has made 
or caused to be made four reports of abuse by Petitioner 
against his minor child. 

Is this one of those alleged reports? 
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MR. STEELE: It is. Yes, it is, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Then the objection is overruled. Go 


ahead. 


BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Were you on duty November 10, 2013? 

A. Yes. 

Q- At that time was there inquiry regarding Julie 
Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Q- What was the inquiry? 

A. A Sergeant from Peoria called regarding her 

being at OSF. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Hearsay. 

THE COURT: Your response? 

MR. STEELE: Background, your Honor. He received an 
inquiry. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Okay. 

A. A Sergeant from Peoria called regarding Miss 
Eickmeier and her daughter, Madeline, being at OSF. 

Q- Okay. And what was the nature of his inquiry? 
Why did he call you? 

A. He called because she was -- 
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MR. MISKELL: Objection. That's hearsay. And not 

only that, why did he call you? That's a state of mind 
issue. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What was the nature of his inquiry? 

A. He called because she was there. Miss 

Elckmeier was at the hospital getting a, I believe, a rape 
kit done. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, your Honor. 

Again, there's no foundation on that issue as 
to whether one was taken. And if we are having him testify 
to what a Sergeant in Peoria is telling him. 

THE COURT: I think it's proper. I'm going to let i 
in. Go ahead. You can finish your answer, sir. 

THE WITNESS: Claiming there was a sexual assault. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. 

A. He wanted to know about Miss Eickmeier’s state 

of mind. 

Q. Okay. 

A. Or if we had any previous contacts with her 

regarding similar incidences. 

Q- Okay. What 


was his inquiry regarding her state 






A. He wanted to know if this was a, I believe, 
continued pattern; if we had dealt with her on similar 

incidences. And just wanting to know if we had any more 
information on her. 

Q- Okay. Did you tell him you had had previous 
contacts? 

A. Yes. Similar to the contact that he was havi 
with her at the hospital. 

Q- Okay. What further was done at that time? 

A- Urn, I believe I just told him our previous 

contacts were similar. And then I documented the incident 
that he called. 

Q. Was there a concern that he raised with you? 
A. He was concerned for the child's safety. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, your Honor. 

THE COURT: What's your objection? 

MR. MISKELL: Again, he's allowing a Sergeant in 
Peoria to testify through this officer. It's hearsay. 

THE COURT: With regard to that question, I sustain 
Go ahead, next question. 

BY NR. STEELE: 

Q- You testified you had had previous incidences 
similar to this with Miss Eickmeier yourself? 
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A. 


Correct. 


Q. With a previous Department. Did the officer 

say anything to you that caused you to further investigate 
this matter? 

A. That I don't recall. I believe I just 

documented it just so we would have a record that it 
occurred. 

Q- And since that time have you had other 
incidences regarding Miss Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Okay. Can you tell us what those incidences 

are? 

A. Similar incidences. Going to the hospital, 
local hospital, where she's claiming sexual assault. 
Sometimes they were at the hospital. Sometimes they didn't 
go that far. A lot of welfare checks being sent when 
Mr. Kramer would have custody. Being sent there to check on 

well-being of Madeline because there was always claims 
Of sexual assault. 

Q. Okay. Have you run a summary of all the 
incidences involving Miss Kramer? 

A. I have. 

Q- Do you have it with you? 

A. Ido. 
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THE COURT: Did you say Miss Kramer? 

MR. STEELE: Excuse me, Judge. 

THE COURT: Did you mean Miss Eickmeier? 

MR. STEELE: Miss Eickmeier. 

MR. MISKELL: Your Honor, I have never seen this 
document he just pulled out of his back pocket. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele is going to show it to you 
before he does anything else. You want to take a short 
recess so that you can review it? 

MR. MISKELL: That would be great. 

THE COURT: We're going to take a few minutes. You 
can step down. 

(Whereupon a recess was had.) 

THE COURT: Sergeant, come on back up. You're still 
under oath. 

Let s go back on the record in 2015-F-153. Mr 

Steele. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Officer, you had indicated that you have had 

prior contacts with Miss Eickmeier? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Have you run a list of incidences and reports 
regarding Miss Eickmeier? 

A. I did. 
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Q- Do you have that list with you? 

A. I do. 

Q. There's five pages? 

A. Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Mark that as Father's 2. 

(Whereupon Father's Exhibit 
Number 2 was marked.) 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- I will show you what's marked as Father’s 

Exhibit Number 2. Is that the list that you -- 
A. Yes. 

Q- And what does that purport to be? 

A- It's just a history of how many times our 
Department has dealt with her. 

Q- Okay. And it goes back to 2010; is that rigl 

A. Correct. 

Q Okay. But it begins in earnest in 2013? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Never mind. 

THE COURT: All right. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. So when it says number, is that the number of 
the incident report? 

A. It's the -- yeah, CAD number. Computer aide( 
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dispatch is what CAD stands for. 

Q- And the description then shows then what was 
done at that time; is that correct? 

A. Yeah. 

Q- So when it says child custody dispute non-cri m 

is that non-criminal? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: I' m going to object to his testifying 
to anything about this report that doesn't correlate to his 
actual contact with the Petitioner, in that under officer it 
has their initials. And I am assuming that he is SAD. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, it is just a record summary 
Of incident reports. He testified previously that they have 
Mad contact with Miss Eickmeier. This describes five pages 
Of contacts they have had with her over the last few years. 

MR. MISKELL: Which was made for the purposes of 
trial today, and not kept in the ordinary course of 

business, and would contain hearsay if he did not actually 
type in all of the conduct. 

He can testify to the contacts he had with her. 
But anything else would be outside the scope of that. 
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THE COURT: Your response to that? 

MR. STEELE: At this point I'm not asking him to 
testify to the contents of it, just as to what it is and 
what each incident report describes. 

THE COURT: But that would necessitate that he have 
independent knowledge in order for it not to be hearsay. 

So, except for the incidents that he's had 
independent knowledge of, I'll sustain the objection. 

HR. MISKELL: Thank you. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Now, you testified that you have had other 

contacts with Miss Eickmeier regarding this matter; is thai 
correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q- All right. And did you have contact with her 

in November of 2015? 

A. Yes. 

Q- What was the nature of that contact? 

A- Urn, I believe it was a welfare check. 

Q- Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation, other than 
the year '15. 


said? 


THE COURT: November, 2015. Isn't that what you 
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MR. STEELE: Yes. 
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part. 


MR. MISKELL: I'm so sorry. I didn't hear the first 


THE COURT: Overruled. 

MR. MISKELL: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What's a welfare check? 

A. Excuse me. 

Q- What is a welfare check? 

A. Um, usually when you get a call to go check to 

see if someone is okay. It could be haven't heard from them 
for a while, or I have a feeling something bad is happening. 
You just go check their welfare. 

Q. Okay. And did you do that frequently for Miss 
Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Okay. What would generally be the nature of 

those welfare checks she would ask you to do? 

A. When Mr. Kramer would have custody of Madeline, 
she would call stating that she believes -- 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, I'm going to object that he's 
asking him to testify to generalities instead of specifics. 
And without actually saying specifically on this date this 
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is what the call was regarding, therefore -- 

THE COURT: Your objection is foundation? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: Sustained. You're going to have to go 
one by one. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

“• A11 ri9ht ' Wel1 ' Erecting your attention to 

November 27. 2015, did you have occasion to investigate an 
incident regarding Julie Eickmeier? 

A- I didn't understand. 

Q. November 27, 2015, did you have occasion to 

investigate an incident regarding Julie Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Can you tell us what happened at that time and 

where you were at? 

A. I believe I was already at the hospital on an 
unrelated call. 

Q- Which hospital was that, for the Court's 
benefit? 


A. 

Q. 

A. 


IVCH. 

All right. 

And she was there requesting an examination for 
possible sexual assault on her daughter. 

Q- Okay. Did she name a perpetrator at that time? 
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A. She believed that Kevin had sexually assaulted 
Madeline. 

Q. Okay. Did you talk to the staff or the doctor 
at that time? 

A. I talked to the doctor, the ER doctor, who was 
Dr. Sabir. 

(Reporter asked for clarification.) 

A. S-a-b-i-r, I believe. 

Q. And did Dr. Sabir ask you about prior 
allegations at that time? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Calls for hearsay. 

THE COURT: Why is that not hearsay? 

MR. STEELE: The doctor is being asked to do 

something there that I think the doctor is probably looking 

for information regarding - the question was did the doctor 
ask him. 

I m not asking what the doctor said, only was 
there a conversation of the doctor asking for information. 

He 11 testify to the information. 

THE COURT: It's overruled. Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: I spoke with the doctor regarding Miss 
Eickmeier and why she was there. And I advised him that we 
have had previous contacts, previous incidences where we 
have been contacted either directly or indirectly through 
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another police department or another hospital regarding 
sexual assaults. 


BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Okay. 

A. At that time I -- 

MR. MISKELL: There’s no question pending. 

1 HE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- What happened next? 

A. At that time I after I briefly spoke with 

him, I left the ER. And I went and I called D.C.F.S. to let 

them know that there was another incident being reported, or 

another claim of incident. And then I returned to the 

hospital and they had already left, Miss Eickmeier and 
Madeline. 

Q ' 0kay ' When you talked to Dr. Sabir, did he 
give you a complaint that caused you to make a D.C.F.S. 
report? 

A. Yes. He went in there to speak with her about 
the sexual assault. And then she had first wanted a rape 
kit done. Then he said she did not -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. 

THE COURT: Sustained. Next question. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, the doctor made a complaint 
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Which is the basis of the report to D.C.F.S. I am asking 

him to tell why he made a report to D.C.F.S.; because of 
what the doctor said to him. 

It'S not the proof of the matter; only that he 

was called upon to investigate a claim by Dr. Sabir that 

there may some type of injury or concern for the child. 

THE COURT: He's already testified that he contacted 
D.C.F.S. 

MR. STEELE. Well, I'm kind of backing up to why he 
did it, the basis for it. 

THE COURT: Hr. Miskell, your response? 

MR. MISKELL: It's still hearsay. 

MR. STEELE: Not to show the proof of what was said, 

only to show that he took action based upon a complaint 
being given to him. 

MR. MISKELL: May I voir dire this officer for about 
two minutes with regards to November 27, 2015? 

THE COURT: In what regard? 

MR. MISKELL: There's no report, no -- the log that 
he gave us that he said he testified to that has the 
contacts between his Police Department and her on 

November 27, 2015, doesn't have him listed. So, is there a 
report? 

THE COURT: I'll let you address that in 
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cross-examination. And I am going to overrule the 

objection; and I am only accepting it as the basis for his 
action taken. 

Go ahead, Mr. Steele. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q ‘ A11 ri 9 ht ' At that point did Dr. Sabir say 
something to you that led to you making a D.C.F.S. report? 

A. I believe his exact words was he felt she was 
going down a destructive path. 

Q- Okay. And how did that affect Madeline? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What did he -- did you inquire as to what he 
meant by a destructive path? 

A. We spoke regarding that incident and other 
ones. And he felt that -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection to what he felt. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Did the doctor express to you a concern for the 
child's safety or welfare? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What was the nature of that concern? 
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A. That she possibly could molest the child 

herself to get people to believe that it was actually 
occurring. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Move to strike in that 
there’s no foundation for that statement, and it’s hearsay 
THE COURT: Overruled. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 


9 

Q. 

Based upon that, what did you do next? 

10 

A. 

After the conversation was ended, I returned 

11 

the station 

and documented the incident. 

12 

Q . 

Did you then -- you said you contacted 

13 

D.C.F.S.? 


14 

A. 

Yes. 

15 

Q. 

What time did you contact D.C.F.S.? 

16 

A. 

I'm not sure what time I contacted them. 

17 

Q. 

In relation to the conversation you had with 

18 

Dr. Sabir. 


19 

A. 

I called them. And then I was waiting for a 

20 

return phone 

call, which would have came after the incident 

21 

had concluded. 

22 

Q. 

Okay. And did you then explain to D.C.F.S. 

23 

everything that had occurred? 

24 

A. 

Yes. 
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Q. And what did you tell them at that time? 

told them our conversation, my conversation 

with Dr. Sabir, his concerns, and what he had told me. And 

that he felt like the child should be taken into protective 
custody. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection to what he felt. 

THE COURT: Sustained. Go ahead. Next question. 

MR. STEELE: When you spoke to Dr. Sabir, did he 

suggest anything should be done for the child's welfare or 
wel1-being? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. 

THE COURT: No, it's prefatory. It's a yes or no 
answer. Go ahead, you can answer. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- What did he say should be done to protect the 

child? 

MR. MISKELL: Now objection. 

MR. STEELE: It was the reason for his call to 
D.C.F.S. 

THE COURT: Sustained. We have already gotten him 
calling D.C.F.S. Go ahead. Next question. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Do you know what further happened on the case 
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at that point? 

A- I do not. 

Q- Was that the end of your involvement at that 

time? 

A- For this particular incident, yes. 

^ y ° U had ° ther contaot ^th Miss Eickmeier 
since that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q - Do you know the nature of that contact? 

A- Urn, there have been child custody disputes and 

welfare checks. 

Q- Have you personally been involved in those 

welfare checks? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Do you have those in front of you? 

A. I don't have the specific checks in front of 

me, no. 

Q- Okay. On October 17, 2016, did you do a 
welfare check for Julie Eickmeier? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Okay. Did she contact you? 

A. Yes. 

0- At this point where was Madeline living at? 

A. She was living with Mr. Kramer, I believe, at 
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his parents' house. 

Q- Okay. And this is after the Order Of 
Protection was entered? 

A. Yes. 

0- Did she contact you at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q- And what was said at that time? 

A. She requested a well-being check on Madeline 

because she didn't believe she was being taken care of, an 
O.C.F.S. wasn't taking her claims serious. 

Q- Did she suggest to you that Madeline was bein, 

abused at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q- What did she say about abuse? 

A. That she believed that Kevin was sexually 

assaulting her. 

Q. Did you then go to the Kramer residence? 

A- Yes, I did. 

Q- And what did you find? 

A. I looked in the window and observed her, I 

believe, on the couch or sofa. 

Q- Referring to "her", who are you referring to? 

A. Madeline. And Kevin, I believe, was watching 

maybe playing on his computer, doing something on the 
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computer in the same room. 

Q- What time of day or night was this? 

believe it was later in the evening, maybe at 

nighttime. lOish, maybe. I don't even know if it was that 
late. I can't remember. 

Did you then speak with Mr. Kramer? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Did you inspect Madeline? 

A- At that time I don't believe I did. I believe 

I told him I observed her from outside. I could see she was 
fine. 

Okay. Did you ask him about her condition? 

I did. 

What did he tell you? 

He said she was fine and invited me in to speak 


Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


with her. 

Q - Okay. Did you then advise Miss Eickmeier that 
you had performed this wellness check? 

A- I did. 

o- Did she have any follow-up discussion about 

that? 

A- I don't recal 1. 

Q- And you have done this on other occasions also 

both before and after the Order Of Protection? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. On any of the times you have gone to do welfare 
checks, have you found any endangerment to Madeline? 

A. No. 

Q- Is it generally in the evening that these 

welfare checks are called for? 

A. Yes. 

And iS U disru Ptive to Mr. Kramer's contact 
with his child? 

A. Yes. 

MR. STEELE: No further questions of this witness, 
your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Sir, I would like you to look at your list of 
Peru Police Department contacts that was previously marked 
as Father s Exhibit Number 2. 

MR. STEELE: I believe that was not introduced into 
evidence. Is he now offering that? 

MR. MISKELL: No, I'm asking the questions. 

the COURT: He's just asking him to refer to it. But 
you can't have him read from it into the record. 

MR. MISKELL: I got'cha. 
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THE COURT: Go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now the report, when you run those reports, 
those are supposed to show all oontacts with the Peru Police 
Department; is that correct? Whether it's dispatch? 

Traffic? Or case reports? 

A. Yes. 

Q- And when a case report is written, it's marked 
down in that log; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Now, for example, 14-18796 was a case number 

where you had contact with Julia Eickmeier on or about 
December 11 , 2014; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q- Now, here’s my question for you. 

From -- Julia’s child was born in January of 2013. From 
January, 2013, until November 10, 2013, did you have any 
contact with my client with regards to the child? 

A. When was the dates again? 

Q- January, 2013, through November 10, 2013 which 
was when you talked to the officer in Peoria, did you have 
any contact with my client with regards to the child? 

A. That I’m not sure of. 

Q. Does the report indicate that you had any 
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contact with that child? 

A. From January of '13? 

Q- Of 2013. 

A. To? 

Q- November 10, 2013. 

MR. STEELE: Object to relevance of this, your Honor 
THE COURT: Overruled. 

the WITNESS: So from January 13 th to then, there's 

nothing logged in here. But sometimes - a lot of times if 

there's a case, we will go back to that case report and add 
to the case report. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Did you prepare any case reports? 

A. I would not be able to tell from this right 

here. I would have to go to the case report and pull the 
case report up. 

Q- If you generated a case report, it would be 

logged in here as a contact with her and your initials would 
be put down; correct? 

A- No. Like, for example, this case report 

15-17236, which is Adam T. Conness. That was on 11-20-15. 

He created that. But there’s a w + • 

tnere s a lot of entries from other 

Officers on that. There's other supplements. 

And I believe that's where my supplement that 
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was done with Dr. Sabir may be. I can't renter if I CAD'd 
It, or if I went back here. Because the Chief at the time 
was saying any incidents from this point forward, iog here. 

Q- Now, that's November 20th. On November 27, 

2015, when you say that you saw her at the hospital - 
A. Correct. 

Q- And you investigated her and then you called 

D.C.F.S. and then you made the report. On November 27, 
do your initials appear on this report? 

Not on this CAD entry, no. 

On either CAD entry on that date? 

No. 

One says assist and one says information; 

Correct. 

Did you create a case report? 

I would assume it's under the case report 

Well, 17236 is a date of November 20th. 

Correct. 

So if she actually went to the hospital on 
November 27th, and based on her report on November 27th and 
your conversation with the doctor on November 27th, 2015, 
how could you have written a case report for November 20th? 


10 

A 

11 

Q 

12 

A 

13 

Q. 

14 

correct? 

15 

A. 

16 

Q. 

17 

A. 

18 

17236. 

19 

Q. 

20 

A. 

21 

Q. 
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A. Because our Chief told us that any contacts 
from this point forward, I want documented all on the same 
case report. So we were documenting -- 

If I could have a supplement or like the case 

report, you would see the date that I did it wouldn't be the 
20th. 

Q. Okay. 

A. It creates a new one. But all these 
supplemental reports are under one report. 

Q- Prior to November 20, 2015, and after your 
conversation with the officer in Peoria, your initials don't 
appear on this list, do they, in 2015? 

THE COURT: I'm sorry, Mr. Miskell. You lost me 
there. Prior to November 20th -- 

MR. MISKELL: I'll re-ask the question. 

THE COURT: Ask it again, please. 

MR. STEELE: If Mr. Miskell wants to extensively 
examine this witness on this documenting, he should 
introduce it into evidence. 

MR. MISKELL: From November 10th -- 

MR. STEELE: It’s not going to make sense otherwise. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. From November 10, 2013, through the 11-20-15 
when you had the conversation with your Chief -- 
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Ves. So backwards from November 15th. 

Q- You don't have any reports or contacts listed 

on that sheet with regards to my client with regards to this 
child; correct? 

A. My initials don't appear on here. That does 
not mean I was not there. Whoever's initials -- 

Q- Do you have any specific reports with you today 
that shows that you had any contact with this person? 

A - I have nothing on me today. 

Q. Were you asked for any reports -- 
A. No. 

Q- No. So you have nothing here today that shows 

whether or not you had any contact, other than what you 
testified to -- 

A. Nothing on here, no. 

Q. -- that \/n 11 KroT - 1_ 


17 

of 2015; 

correct? 

18 

A. 

I don't have anything with i 

19 

Q. 

Do you know Mr. Kramer? 

20 

A. 

Yes. 

21 

Q. 

You know him personally; do 

22 

A. 

No. 

23 

Q. 

How do you know him? 

24 

A. 

I know him from dealing with 
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Q- Then you have no outside dealings with him? 

A. I have had, I believe one or two outside 

dealings with him, not directly. 

Q- And what were they regarding? 

A. I guess more my wife has had outside dealings 
with him, not me. 

Q- And you’re aware that his parents work for the 
City of Peru; is that correct? 

Yes. 

And you know them? 

I know who they are, yes. 

And you have known them for how long? 

I have no idea. 

And I believe is it the mother and the father 


9 

A. 

10 

Q. 

11 

A. 

12 

Q. 

13 

A. 

14 

Q. 

15 

that both 

16 

A. 

17 

Q. 

18 

with my cl 

19 

the Peru P 

20 

al1egation 

21 

A. 

22 

Q. 

23 

my client, 

24 

she said. 


I don't recall offhand. 

Do you recall ever having a conversation with 
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something in your hand to prove, or to help prove that this 
is happening? 

A. No. 

Q- You don't recall having that conversation with 

her? 

MR. MISKELL: That's all I have. 

THE COURT: Re-direct. 

RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Mr. Miskell asked you about Mr. Kramer's 
parents. You know Joe Kramer? 

A. I know who he is. 

Q. Okay. And he works for the City? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What is his job with the City, if you know it? 
A. I don't know it. 

Q- Do you know him in any other capacity other 
than he works for the City? 

A. No. 

Q- Have you ever dealt with him socially? 

A. No. 

Q- Did you ever talk to the man? 

A. I don't think even work related. Besides going 

there for welfare checks, I don't know -- you know, maybe if 
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he got called out to - I don't even know what department he 
works on. If it was a department-related incident, say a 
water main break or plowing snow, I could have had a 
conversation. But nothing that -- 

Q- And Mary Kramer also works for the City of 


Peru? 


Yes. 

Do you know what her job is? 

I believe she's a meter reader. 


10 

Q. 

Do you have any contact with her in that 

11 

capacity 

or other any other capacity? 

12 

A. 

As a meter reader, yes. 

13 

Q . 

Do you engage with her socially in any way? 

14 

A. 

No. 

15 

Q. 

Does the fact that they work for the City of 

16 

Peru or you know them influence your testimony at all today? 

17 

A. 

No. 

18 

Q. 

Mr. Miskell asked you about your report, in 

19 

particular 

the one on November 27? 

20 

MR. 

STEELE: You wan t to mark this ac 99 


(Whereupon Father's Exhibit 
Number 3 was marked.) 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- He asked you why your report did not appear 
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upon the list he had shown you. 

A. Yes. 

Q- Is that, in fact, a copy of your report of the 

incident on November 27th? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Does that appear upon the list that he had 

shown you? 

A - Again, this case number, if you look up on 
Exhibit Number 2 would show Case Report 15, which is the 
year 15-17236, which is Adam T. Conness's Case Report. 

But I did a supplement to his Case Report. And 
this would be by supplement, which would be on the 27th. 

The Case Report was created on the 20th. But this is dated 
the 27th, which means this is when I -- 

Q- And on top of this sheet where it shows 
Reporting Officer: Adam Conness. 


17 

A. 

Right. 

18 

Q. 

Occurrence * 

19 

A. 

Correct. 

20 

Q. 

Your Report 

21 

initial report? 

22 

A. 

Correct. 

23 

Q. 

And it shows 

24 

A. 

Right. 
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Q. And this Report you prepared at that time? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And was it prepared on the same date that you 
made the incident report? 

A. On the 27th, yes. 

Q. And was that approved by Chief Bernabei? 

A. Yes. 


And is that done in the usual course of your 


duties and activities? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is everything in there true and accurate? 

A. Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I would move to introduce 
Father's Exhibit Number 3. 

THE COURT: Have you seen Father's 3? 

MR. MISKELL: That's the first I've seen of it. 


Again, not produced, your Honor, number one. 
Number two, it does indicate Sergeant DeGroot 


had made a report on 11-27. However, it contains hearsay 
statements that you had previously ruled on. 

So, the document itself contains hearsay. But 
I will note for the record that he did make the report for 
the date. 

THE COURT: All right. 


73 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 







MR. MISKELL: Or stipulate to the record that he made 
a report on the date. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, you are offering it as a 
public record? 

MR. STEELE: Yes, I am, your Honor. 

THE COURT: It will be admitted over objection. 

Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: That's all the questions I have of this 
witness, your Honor. 

THE COURT: You can step down, Sergeant. Thank you. 
MR. STEELE. Those are my two short witnesses. 

THE COURT: Oy vey. Okay. Who are we 
inconveniencing in the hallway? 

MR. STEELE: D.C.F.S., which I anticipate will be an 

hour. 

THE COURT: Or two. 

MR. MISKELL: Ish. 

MR. STEELE: I thought these would be twenty-minute 
wi tnesses. 

THE COURT: Okay. So we are all out of witnesses 
that we can conclude in today's time? 

MR. STEELE: Yes, that's right. 

THE COURT: Do you want to talk to your people in the 
hallway and let's get some dates. We have the 23rd. 
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MR. STEELE: The 23rd at 1:30. 

THE COURT: We have a dispute over that. The order 
says 23rd. 

MR. MISKELL: It doesn't matter to me. 

THE COURT: Well, make sure it's okay on your 
calendar so we don't have a conflict. But clearly we are 
not going to get done in another half day; are we? 

MR. STEELE: No. 

THE COURT: Do you want to make sure that your 
witnesses are available on the 23rd? If not, see what else 
we've got available. 

MR. MISKELL: I also on that date have a continuation 
of my Hauger trial. 

THE COURT: Is that with Judge Jansz? 

MR. MISKELL: Yeah. He wanted to set it that week 
because he knew he was going to be here. 

THE COURT: Yes, because Judge Vescogni is going to 
be gone. Is that on the 23rd or 26th? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, that was the 23rd. 

Now, for whatever reason, I do have the 26th 
like totally free, which never happens. 

MR. STEELE: The 23rd is fine with my three 
witnesses. 

THE COURT: It's not fine with Mr. Miskell. He 
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apparently has a trial 


this can be off the record. 

(Whereupon a discussion was held 
off the record.) 

THE COURT: All right. I am entering an order 
extending the interim order to 4:30 on March 1, 2017, with 

hearing dates of January 26th, February 28th, and March 1st. 
All agreed? Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: We are. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: All right. We will get copies for 
everybody. Bob, 2 was marked but not admitted. 

MR. STEELE: Right. 

THE COURT: Let's put that in with the exhibits. 

(Whereupon the proceedings 
were concluded.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
COUNTY OF LASALLE 


) 

) 

) 


I, Paula D. Williams, an Official Court Reporter 
in the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit of the State of Illinois, 
County of LaSalle, do hereby certify that I reported in 
machine shorthand the proceedings had in this cause; that I 
thereafter caused the foregoing to be transcribed into text, 
which I certify to be an accurate transcription of my 
shorthand notes of the proceedings in this cause had before 
KAREN EITEN, judge of said court. 



Official Court Reporter 

Dated this 21st day 
of March, 2017. 
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